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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from O-I Glass Limited 

Introduction  

O-I is the world’s leading glass container producer with plants in over 20 countries 
around the world, including at Alloa. We have a Scottish workforce of more than 500 
employees. 

We are committed to supplying sustainable glass packaging to our customers. O-I is 
heavily invested in developing technologies to adapt to the changing demands of 
today’s environment.  O-I has received improved ratings for its sustainable practices. 
As a result, it is Cradle to Cradle Certified.  

As a global manufacturer, we operate in places with a wide range of differing recycling 
laws, material collection/processing, and most importantly, recycling habits. These 
differences mean that O-I endorses different approaches to recycling in different 
countries. Wherever the place, O-I endorses the recycling system that compliments 
local recycling habits. This ensures efficient and effective recycling of glass (and other 
materials) back into new containers. Increased closed loop recycling reduces energy 
use, CO2 production and use of raw materials. 

1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 

Scotland has high glass recycling rates—and established habits, because of this, O-I 
believes that Scotland is a place where DRS would reduce the effectiveness of glass 
recycling. The result would be overall reduction in the amount of glass returned to 
manufacturers for re-melt. DRS would also add significant cost to consumers and to 
producers leading to glass being more expensive, which would cause fillers to switch 
to substrates other than glass—and would operate to pick packaging “winners” and 
“losers.”  

The glass sector as a whole, including customers and waste companies believes that 
there is an effective, efficient alternative that will increase glass recycling rates at a 
lower cost to the economy.  

• Introduce a recycling DRS for PET and metal.  

• Introduce a container co-mingled kerbside collection, where possible for all non-
DRS containers (HDPE, food cans, aerosols, glass bottles and jars) 

• Continue and expand bottle banks where appropriate. 

• Improve recycling bins for glass litter in public places. 

• Increase recycling targets. 
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• Increase collection points and consumer education  

2. Scope (retailers) – implications of the scheme applying to all retailers selling 
single-use drinks containers, including online retailers, and exclusion of businesses 
such as pubs and restaurant that sell drinks for on-site consumption. N/A 
 
3. Costs and operational impacts – costs anticipated for your business, service or 
sector and the appropriateness of the proposed financing model (that the scheme will 
be funded via unredeemed deposits, revenue from the sale of materials and a 
producer fee).  

 
The use of recycled glass in the production of glass containers is economically and 
environmentally beneficial.  As we believe the inclusion of glass in the DRS will 
fragment collections, reduce availability and increase costs this is likely to impact 
business and the environment. 
 
4. Environmental impacts – whether the proposed scheme will have the desired 
impact on increasing recycling rates and reducing littering, and how that impact can 
be maximised. What key environmental risks need to be considered and mitigated? 
Will the scheme incentivise producers to change or modify materials/packaging? 

The UK glass sector has an excellent recycling record. Currently, 67% of all glass 
bottles and jars are collected for recycling. While still increasing, this rate has 
plateaued in recent years, as the industry is achieving the 60% target set in 2008. The 
use of targets has seen recycling rates rise from 25% twenty years ago to the current 
level, without a DRS. The higher EU targets of 70% by 2025 and 75% by 2030 will 
drive rates higher still. 

Using recycled glass (cullet) is good for the environment because: 

• Melting recycled glass takes less energy than fusing raw materials into glass. 

• As well as releasing CO2 when heating the furnace, fusing materials into glass 
releases CO2. 

• While glass is made of readily available, naturally occurring raw materials, using 
recycled glass reduces the material that needs to be quarried. 

• Glass is one of the few packaging materials that can be infinitely recycled 
without a loss in quality and integrity  

O-I is currently using significant amounts of cullet with the flint and amber furnaces 
running at around 40% and the green furnace running at 80%.  This difference is partly 
due to a colour imbalance between the glass consumed and available in Scotland and 
the glass demanded by the market for filling. 

There are significant imports of wine and beer into Scotland.  This tends to be in amber 
and green glass. While we have one green and one amber furnace in Scotland, we 
have two flint furnaces to support a wide range of spirits products produced and bottled 
in Scotland.  However, the vast majority of these products are exported around the 
world and so are not recycled in Scotland. 
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This has a couple of implications: 

• It is not possible to have a true circular economy for glass within Scotland as 
there are large imbalance between materials entering the market and leaving. 

• Clear glass (flint cullet), is a valuable resource for us, as we are not maximising 
the amount we use today. The availability of more clear cullet would allow for 
reductions in energy use and emissions.  However, the planned DRS does not 
help to supply glass manufacturers with more clear recycled glass. The 
proposed DRS excludes food containers, which are most clear account for 
around 26% of the glass on the market. These containers will need to be 
handled by kerbside collections and bring schemes, but with a lot less material 
in these streams they will become more expensive to collect.  It will also be 
inconvenient and more expensive for consumers, especially those with limited 
transport options, to recycle beverage bottles via the DRS and jars and sauce 
bottles through another scheme.  This is likely to reduce the amount of clear 
glass recycled.  

O-I New Zealand recently announced that it produced flint containers with 90% cullet 
content, so higher rates are achievable if it is available in the quantities and to the 
standard required. New Zealand does not collect glass via a DRS scheme. 

In general, running two glass systems in parallel is more confusing for the public and 
risks less glass being recycled, having a negative impact on the environment. 

The carbon savings claimed by Zero Waste Scotland are misleading. They ignore the 
potential for improvements to the existing system from the Extended Producer 
Responsibility (EPR) scheme, coming in 2023.  Industry estimates suggest only minor 
carbon savings associated with a DRS as it won’t provide significantly more clear glass 
for re-melt (i.e. no food jars etc). However, an EPR scheme is expected to deliver at 
least DOUBLE the amount of extra recycled clear glass for re-melt and so 
DOUBLE the carbon that will be cut in Scottish plants. 

5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 

Following a review of the proposals, we believe that the model, including glass, does 
not work.  The targeted collection rates for glass are unlikely to be achieved, the 
addition of glass adds significant cost and complexity for the Scheme Administrator, 
the producers and the consumers. 

The Recycling DRS targets a collection rate of 90%, however 26% of glass, that is 
collected today is excluded from the scheme.  The figure of 90% collection is also very 
high and has only been achieved in one country, Denmark, with most falling well below 
this level.  Evidence shows that high collection rates occur where a country already 
has a history of return schemes for refilling, however Scotland does not have a culture 
of using returnables and the last refillable scheme was withdrawn due to low return 
rates. (AG Barr returnable bottle stopped in December 2015 due to a return rate of 
57%, at a deposit level of 30p per container.  The recycling DRS proposes a deposit 
of 20p.) 
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While PET and cans can be crushed the glass bottles are kept intact, partly to avoid 
broken glass in the retail environment but also to allow for counting at the collection 
centre.  This adds to the handling and transportation costs associated with glass.  

In Denmark the operating fee for glass containers is 4.5 times that of PET and more 
than 14 times the aluminium can fees.  At the same time the value of a tonne of 
recycled material is a lot higher for PET and Aluminium. (DEFRA data 2019 showed 
that a tonne of glass was £11, while Plastics were £163 and aluminium was £713.)  
This cost imbalance disadvantages glass and again encourages beverage fillers to 
switch, as we have seen in Croatia, Germany and Denmark to plastic and metal. 

Including glass in the Scottish DRS is economically inefficient.  ZWS’s own figures 
show that the DRS including glass is nearly four times more expensive than an EPR 
scheme for a third of the return on investment.  DRS only covers 20% of total 
packaging. It costs £2.4bn to get a 3% net benefit but that does not take account of 
the costs of maintaining the current recycling system for non-DRS glass. This is an 
economically inefficient, high risk, complex and difficult way to collect glass.  

6. Consumer and social impacts or risks – accessibility to consumers and what 
impacts are anticipated on different groups, including those with disabilities, those 
without private transport, and those living in rural areas. 

Including glass in the recycling DRS is going to put a lot of pressure on consumers 
who may have limited resources, whether it is time, funds or available transport.  
Splitting the collection of glass into two streams will mean that consumers will need to 
transport beverage bottles to a return point while food containers will need to go to a 
bring scheme including kerbside, increasing the number of journeys, the cost and the 
carbon footprint. 

For people on low incomes or without private transport this will have a bigger impact. 
Scots on low incomes will proportionately pay the most. Older Scots, those with 
mobility problems and those without private transport will experience the greatest 
inconvenience, carrying bags of glass bottles back to shops rather than using kerbside 
collections. It is also recognised that glass is heavier than PET or Aluminium so a bag 
of glass bottles will be a much heavier burden for consumers to return. 

7. Local authorities – implications of the proposed scheme for local authorities, 
including impacts on kerbside collections.  

The glass industry recommends an evolution of the existing collection infrastructure, 
that is already delivering high collection rates.  Assuming the introduction of a DRS for 
beverage PET and metal then glass will become a major element of the material being 
collected kerbside or bring schemes, making it more economic.  Keeping it within one 
stream, avoids adding cost to the collection of a material with a low sale value but big 
environmental impact, given the energy and CO2 savings that come from using cullet 
in container production. 

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  
 
N/A. 
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9. Governance – how the scheme should be administered, and appropriateness of 
the proposal for scheme administrator that is industry-led, privately owned and 
operated on a not-for-profit basis. 
 
N/A. 
 
10. Broader waste policy context – will the scheme achieve its intended purpose in 
isolation, or does its success depend on the performance of broader measures? How 
should the scheme cooperate with any other proposed schemes in the UK? 

Glass recycling would be funded by a UK wide Extended Producer Responsibility 
scheme, which has already been consulted on by the UK, Scottish and Welsh 
Governments and is due to be introduced in 2023. EPR would ensure that producers 
would pay for improvements in recycling rather than consumers paying which would 
be the case under the Scottish Government’s current DRS proposal.  

Examples around Europe have shown that very high recycling rates can be achieved 
via an Extended Producer Responsibility scheme, planned for the UK in 2023.  
Including glass, in this scheme will keep costs down and, through increased recycling 
targets, will increase the collection rates for glass.  The EPR system will also fund 
increased consumer communication to encourage more recycling. 

11. Any further issues or views not falling under the above areas.  

The glass sector has not been part of the Scottish Government’s Implementation 
Advisory Group however we have been in discussions with the Scottish Government 
about their DRS proposals.  

O-I remains concerned that Zero Waste Scotland continue to under-estimate the 
number of containers put onto the Scottish market. British Glass have commissioned 
and shared Anthesis research covering modelling comparisons on container numbers; 
assumptions about the number of Reverse Vending Machines (RVM) required and 
associated redemption point and collection costs.  The research highlights “significant 
difference in the number of obligated beverage containers in the model. The ZWS 
model assumes 253 million off trade glass units while the Anthesis model has 523 
million glass units. The ZWS model assumes 116,620 tonnes of glass while the 
Anthesis model has 135,687 tonnes. “ ( Anthesis )  

Anthesis estimates that handling fees are doubled, and collection costs are more than 
doubled if glass is included in the DRS. In terms of RVMs this is because introducing 
glass considerably reduces an RVMs capacity compared to plastic and cans only 
because glass cannot be compacted and the RVM has to be emptied more frequently.  

Both the numbers and weight of materials play a fundamental part in the calculations 
that model the system costs and benefits and drive key decisions about producer and 
retailer fee levels, numbers of RVMs, the building or acquisition of ICT and 
infrastructure. ZWS have not yet finalised container data so there is still uncertainty 
about important issues. However, this does mean that if the Committee was to suggest 
glass was not to be included it would have less of an impact than if projections had 
been finalised and capital investments made as a result. It’s clear that the potential 
Scheme Administrator(s) are not making any CapX decisions or signing up to be part 
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of the Scheme Administrator and its’ Board until the Regulations are passed in Spring 
2020.  

The Scottish Government has decided to pass the responsibility for funding and 
operating the proposed recycling DRS to industry due to their knowledge in the 
relevant fields. We urge the Government to listen to industry calls to exclude glass 
from the DRS for environmental, economic and social reasons.  

The DRS will disrupt established glass recycling supply chains and won’t 
achieve a circular economy in Scotland.  

• DRS doesn’t deliver more of the recycled, clear glass that manufacturers need to 
make new bottles  

• The recycling DRS takes the easy-to-recycle glass beverage bottles from 
kerbside collections and risks making existing council schemes unviable for glass 
jars and other packaging waste.   

• The carbon savings claimed by Zero Waste Scotland are misleading.  

• Drinks companies who package in glass bottles will be charged significantly 
higher fees under DRS than those who use plastic. Differential producers’ fees will 
be set by the Scheme Administrator(s) so the Regulations give no clarity on this 
matter or on the issue of the impact the extra costs associated with the inclusion 
of glass will have on the setting of the retailer handling fee.  

The Scottish Government states they want to increase public participation but 
including glass in the DRS will mean higher costs and more inconvenience for 
the public  

• At a 80% bottle return rate, 84% of the costs of the DRS scheme will come from the 
public’s own unredeemed deposits.  

• Plastic waste is the major component of litter. Glass isn’t used “on the go”. It can be 
recycled best close to home, so let’s expand the use of bottle banks in rural, city centre 
and tenement areas.  

• Introducing a flat rate 20p deposit will make smaller containers proportionately more 
expensive. This will encourage upsizing and lead to increased alcohol consumption.  

Conclusion 

Through the sustainable production of glass containers across the world, O-I has 
operated with many different recycling schemes in an attempt to maximise the 
availability of high quality, economic cullet for our production process. In Scotland, we 
believe the inclusion of glass in the proposed DRS will reduce the availability of the 
cullet and increase the cost significantly, and so recommend for it to be excluded, in 
favour of its inclusion is an Extended Producer Responsibility scheme 

 


